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e, m‘p“f 1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101
VEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Reconmendati ons on the Proposed Renmedy for the Shipyard Sedi ment Operable Unit
(QJ) of the Harbor Island Superfund Site

FROM #Randy Smith, Directom, [Eoh pental Cleanup Office,
EFA Regicn 10 KV’I"‘

TO Bruce Means, Chair, National Renedy Review Board (NRRB)

My staff and | appreciate the effort on the part of the NRRB in review ng the cost-
ef fectiveness of the proposed renedy for the Harbor I|sland Shipyard Sedi nent OU. The purpose
of this nenorandumis to explain how Region 10 intends to address the follow ng concerns
rai sed by the NRRB about the proposed renedy.

The NRRB concl uded that of all the alternatives considered, Alternative 3 or 4 would
provi de adequate environmental protection. However, the NRRB was not able to deternmine if
Alternative 4, the proposed renedy, is nore cost-effective than
Alternative 3. In particular, the NRRB identified two related factors which could
significantly affect the relative cost of these two alternatives: 1) the final vol unes of
dredged sedi ment associated with each alternative, and 2) the cost of disposal for dredged
sedi ments, which is strongly dependent on the availability of an aquatic disposal site, which
woul d be the npost cost-effective di sposal option.

Based on avail abl e sedi ment data, the volune of dredged sedi ment associated with
Alternative 3 is estimated to be about 75% greater than the volunme associated with
Alternative 4. The nost cost-effective disposal option for dredged sedinments is either
confi ned aquatic disposal (CAD) or confined nearshore disposal (CND). In the Harbor Island
Sedi nent Feasibility Study, several CAD and CND sites had been identified, but at that tine
it was uncertain if any of these sites would be available for sedinents to be dredged from
Har bor 1sland. Region 10 now believes that an available CND site has been identified which
can contain nost of the dredged sedi ment volune associated with Alternative 4. Todd Shi pyards
has proposed that a CND facility be constructed at the end of two slips owned by Todd
Shipyards in the West Waterway. This on-site CND facility would make it feasible to cost-
effectively inplenent Alternative 4. Alternative 3 would be nore difficult to inplenent
because a second disposal site would have to be found to accept the additional sedinent
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vol une associated with Alternative 3. Based on estimated cost for disposal in a CND facility,
the cost to inplement Alternative 3 would be about 50% nore expensive than Alternative 4. For
this reason, Alternative 4 is the proposed renedy.

Al t hough current sedinent data predict that the volune of dredged sedi nent associ ated
with Alternative 3 is significantly greater than Alternative 4, there is the renote
possibility that sedinment data collected during renedial design may show that the vol une
associated with Alternative 3 is only slightly greater than Alternative 4. In this case, the
addi ti onal dredging and di sposal costs associated with Alternative 3 may be offset by the
long-term nmonitoring and mai nt enance costs associated with Alternative 4, nmaking Alternative
3 nore cost-effective than Alternative 4. To account for this possibility, the Record of
Decision (ROD) will identify Alternative 3 as a contingent remedy if the remedi al design data
denonstrate that Alternative 3 is nore cost-effective than Alternative 4.

Anot her factor identified by the NRRB, which could affect the cost-effectiveness of
the selected renmedy, is the extent of under-pier dredging required. It was initially
estimated that under-pier dredging would increase dredged sedi nent volunme by about 10% and
cost about five tines as nuch as open-water dredgi ng. However, after further evaluation it
appears that under-pier dredging may increase sedi ment volunme by as much as 20% and cost up
to 10 tines as nuch as open-water dredging. At such volunes and costs, under-pier dredging
woul d significantly increase the costs of the selected remedy. In addition, it is uncertain
how under-pier dredging will affect pier stability. To determine effects on pier stability, a
structural analysis of the piers, will have to be conducted during renedi al design. For these
reasons, the extent of under-pier dredging, and its inpact on the cost-effectiveness of the
sel ected remedy, will be determ ned during renedial design after dredged sedi mnent vol unes,
costs of under-pier dredging, and effects of dredging on pier stability are better known. |If
it is determned that under-pier dredging does not provide an environmental benefit in
proportion to cost, or if pier stability is an issue, EPA may then consider other neans of
achi eving the cl eanup goal s for under-pier sedinents.

The NRRB reconmended that Region 10 clarify how the conbi nati on of dredging and
capping in the proposed renmedy is intended to achieve the renmedial action objective. The
renedi al action objective in the ROD is to achieve a sedinent quality which corresponds to
"no adverse effects” in nmarine organisns. Alternative 4 will achieve this objective through a
conbi nati on of dredging and capping. First, all sediment which exceeds the chem cal C eanup
Screening Level (CSL) of the Washi ngton Sedi ment Management Standards woul d be dredged. Based
on data collected in Puget Sound, sedinments which exceed the chemcal CSL are al ways
associated with significant adverse effects in marine organisms. After dredging, remaining
sedi ments which exceed the chemi cal and/or biological Sedinment Quality Standard (SQS), the
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above which nminor adverse biological effects are observed, would be capped with a ni ni mum of
two feet of clean sedinent. This two-foot cap would isolate remaining contam nants which
exceed SQS concentrations, and woul d prevent exposure of marine organisns to these renmining
contami nants

One final concern of the NRRB is the pernmanence of the cap required by the remedy
because ship prop-wash may cause the cap to erode and rel ease renmining contani nants
cont ai ned under the cap. The need to arnor the cap will be deternined by anal yses conducted
during renedial design. It is estimated that the cost of arnoring the entire cap would be
about $800 K, which is only about 6% of the overall cost for Alternative 4. If cap arnoring
is inplemented, the cost of arnmoring would be offset by a significant reduction in cap
mai nt enance cost. Cap nmai ntenance cost is currently included in the cost estimate for
Alternative 4, and is projected to be about $600 K over the first 10 years. If arnoring is
necessary, the additional cost of arnoring would be recovered over tine through reduced
mai nt enance cost. Therefore, it is not expected that cap arnmoring would significantly inpact
the cost-effectiveness of Alternative 4

Agai n, we appreciated the opportunity to explain the basis of our proposed renedy to
the NRRB. This review identified conponents of the renedy which need further eval uation
during renedi al design to ensure that the renedy is cost-effective



